Introduction
The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors Association (NGA) are member associations headquartered in Washington, DC.
They are also co-owners of the Common Core Standards-the controversial educational content standards that most US states have incorporated, in whole or in part, into their K-12 education programs. The standards were developed by the National Governors Association (NGA) in collaboration with the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). These are private, non-governmental bodies-in effect, education trade organizations. The National Governors Association, despite its name, isn't just a group of sitting governors. It includes many ex-governors and current or former gubernatorial staff members. The deliberations of the NGA and the CCSSO are not open to the public and the work that these 1See, for example, Common Core Standards Initiative, "Branding Guidelines" http://www.corestandards.org/about-the standards/banding-guidelines/
2Wood, P. (September 2015). Drilling Through the Core: Why Common Core is Bad for American
Education. Boston: Pioneer Institute, p. 17. http://pioneerinstitute.org/drilling-through-the-core/ Nonpartisan Education Review / Articles, Vol.14, No.4 bodies did to develop the Common Core State Standards remains for the most part unavailable to outsiders. Neither body, being private, is subject to Freedom of Information requests. The standards themselves are copyrighted by the NGA and the CCSSO.
The impact these organizations have on US schools via the Common Core Initiative deserves our attention and scrutiny. Also important to consider, however, is the impact their intimate association with the Common Core Initiative has had on them. Do these organizations any longer serve their members' needs on education issues? Do governors and state superintendents receive unbiased information and a full range of evidence and policy options from the association staff they pay with their member dues?
A Note on Data Sources
This report lifts most of its facts from CCSSO and NGA filings with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 3 and the CCSSO and NGA websites. Other sources are referenced as appropriate.
Financial accounts appeal as a source of organizational information, in part, because one expects them to be accurate and complete. They are typically filed by professionals who both have legally binding fiduciary responsibilities and are desirous of preserving their reputations (and staying out of jail). Moreover, they are subject to audit by the IRS, an agency with considerable legal authority. That doesn't mean that IRS filings are always as informative as they could be.
One will not find, for example, any record in the CCSSO's filings of the contributions it has received. Since fiscal year 2004, the CCSSO has folded all its contribution (i.e., grant and donation) revenue into the "program service revenue" category, perhaps inappropriately. Program service revenue comprises fees, dues, and direct payments for services. 4 In 2014, The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation awarded CCSSO $6, 148, 749. Granted, the money was awarded contingent upon the CCSSO using it for certain purposes. But, the Gates Foundation did not receive the services and materials the grant paid for. If it had, it could not have legally classified the expense as a charitable contribution.
CCSSO's own auditor reports, available from its website (with some digging), itemize grants received from the federal government, but not those from anywhere else.
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Suffice it to say that, even though the CCSSO may, perhaps, wish to obscure the origins of the grants it receives, those contributions are substantial and now 4See Internal Revenue Service. (2017 ). 2016 https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/i990.pdf "Program service revenue includes income earned by the organization for providing a government agency with a service, facility, or product that benefited that government agency directly rather than benefiting the public as a whole. Program service revenue also includes tuition received by a school, revenue from admissions to a concert or other performing arts event or to a museum; royalties received as author of an educational publication distributed by a commercial publisher; interest income on loans a credit union makes to its members; payments received by a section 501(c)(9) organization from participants or employers of participants for health and welfare benefits coverage; insurance premiums received by a fraternal beneficiary society; and registration fees received in connection with a meeting or convention."
5See, for example, Dixon Hughes Goodman. (November 10, 2015 association. And, long-term planning might seem futile given that the next office holder will take over in just several months and may hold a very different agenda.
As with many other Washington, DC based national associations, APA's long-term institutional memory and day-to-day management know-how reside in the permanent, salaried, non-elected administrative staff.
In 2015, APA released the report of an independent investigation it had commissioned into the "collusion" of APA administrators with Department of Defense and Central Intelligence Agency officials on torture policies and procedures over a decade earlier, in the aftermath of the 9/11 disaster and the Iraq invasion. The APA website hosts a timeline of the events with its last entry from early 2017.
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In summary: for several years, APA's nominal leaders were unaware that APA administrators colluded with US agencies responsible for torture contrary to APA's written policy opposing it and banning any psychologist from participating in it. Then, for several more years, as pieces of the story leaked in the media, APA's nominal leaders denied any involvement and pointed to the written policy.
Finally, after APA's nominal leaders turned their full attention to the matter, it took several more years to clean up the mess.
With all the talk these days about the "deep state"-" a body of people, typically influential members of government agencies or the military, believed to be involved in the secret manipulation or control of government policy" 8 -perhaps it is time to explore the possible existence of a "deep nonprofit sector". Here are some organizational characteristics that CCSSO and NGA share with the American Psychological Association:
Back to CCSSO and NGA
• the cast of nominal members and leaders changes frequently, with every election turnover, or resignation and replacement, while salaried staff tend to remain in place for longer durations;
• all but a few of the nominal members and leaders live and work outside of Washington, some of them thousands of miles away, and travel to Washington only occasionally; and CCSSO's election/selection process for its board of directors also appears to be something of a mystery. As described in its IRS filing 13 The internal operations committee shall nominate to the membership one candidate for each office to be filled at the annual policy forum selecting from those members who express interest in serving. … Upon receipt of the report of the internal operations committee at the meeting, the presiding officer shall give the opportunity for additional nominations to be made from the floor…. Upon close of nominations by motion from the floor, the election of each officer shall proceed by secret ballot, and the candidate receiving the plurality of votes cast for each office shall be declared elected.
13FY2014, CCSSO Form 990, p.36 So, state superintendents who attend the annual meeting get to vote. The mysterious part is the nominating panel, the "internal operations committee." I could find nothing about it on the CCSSO website. Furthermore, I requestedtwice-a copy of the by-laws from the CCSSO's communications office, without success.
The CCSSO's election process concerns us all because CCSSO owns the Common Core Standards, and the Common Core Standards touch most of our students.
Can they be altered? Perhaps not if the "internal operations committee" happens to like them.
NGA Center for Best Practices
After a flurry of Common Core-focused writing around the time of its introduction measuring student learning or that will be duplicative of the tests offered by PARCC and Smarter Balanced."
The PARCC and SBAC tests were described as "more rigorous and relevant,"
"more rigorous and educationally useful," and "better aligned to the more rigorous and relevant CCSS and … more useful to educators." All this before they had even been created. Footnoted references all support the Common Core and its tests. It was claimed that "…the estimated cost of the new tests will be no greater than those of the tests currently administered… ," "benefits will be greater and costs lower in the long run if the assessments are administered online with a computer or tablet," and "The CCSS are evidence and research-based informed by the most effective models from states and countries across the globe, include rigorous content, and demand the mastery of that content…."
Time would reveal all of the above to be just wishful thinking. Much is summarized in Table 1 from the report.
Some of the statements contained therein represent still more wishful thinking (e.g., "results [will be] reported within approximately 2-4 weeks of testing" and "highly informative and actionable reports [will be] provided to teachers/parents") that time would repudiate. Other statements were made without supportive evidence (e.g., "provides information about readiness for entry-level, creditbearing courses" and "anchored in measuring readiness for college or careertraining level work, will have greater rigor than current state tests").
High quality; low veracity
It is often said that scientific writing is dull and boring to read. Writers choose words carefully; mean for them to be interpreted precisely and, so, employ vocabulary that may be precise, but is often obscure. Judgmental termsparticularly the many adjectives and adverbs that imply goodness and badness or better and worse-are avoided. Scientific text is expected to present a neutral communication background against which the evidence itself, and not the words used to describe the evidence, can be evaluated on its own merits.
By contrast, according to some advocates, Common Core, PARCC, and SBAC are "high-quality", "deeper", "richer", "rigorous", "challenging", "stimulating", "sophisticated", and assess "higher-order" and "critical" thinking, "problem solving", "deeper analysis", "21 st -Century skills", and so on, ad infinitum.
Conversely, alternatives to Common Core and Common Core consortia assessments may be described as "simple", "superficial", "low-quality", and "dull" artifacts of a "19 th -Century" "factory model of education" that relies on "drill and kill", "plug and chug", "rote memorization", "rote recall", and other "rotes".
Our stuff good. Their stuff bad. No discussion needed. This is not the language of science, but of advertising. Given the gargantuan resources Common Core, PARCC, and SBAC advocates have had at their disposal to saturate the media and lobby policymakers with their point of view, that opponents could muster any hearing at all is remarkable.
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Their version of "high-quality" testing minimizes the importance of test reliability (i.e., consistency and comparability of results), an objective and precisely measurable trait, and maximizes the importance of test validity, an imprecise and highly subjective trait, as they choose to define it.
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"High-quality", in Common
Core advocates' view, comprises test formats and item types that match a progressive, constructivist view of education.
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"High-quality" means more subjective, and less objective, testing. "High-quality" means tests built the way they like them.
"High quality" tests are also more expensive, take much longer to administer, and unfairly disadvantage already disadvantaged children, due to their lower likelihood of familiarity with complex test formats and computer-based assessment tools. 18"Constructivism is basically a theory --based on observation and scientific study --about how people learn. It says that people construct their own understanding and knowledge of the world, through experiencing things and reflecting on those experiences." Here are two descriptions of constructivism: one supportive, http://www.thirteen.org/edonline/concept2class/constructivism/ and one critical, http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/631
19Phelps, R.P. (2008/2009 20 These are groups with long histories of selective referencing and dismissive reviews.
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Unlike a typical scientific study write-up, Criteria for high-quality assessment brims with adjectival and adverbial praise for its favored assessment characteristics. In only 14 pages of text the reader confronts "high-quality" 24 times; "higher" 18 times; "high-fidelity" seven times; "higher-level" four times;
"deep", "deeply", or "deeper" 14 times; "critical" or "critically" 17 times; and "valuable" nine times. But, apparently, the slight differences in standards between the two states were not the primary source of the huge mis-alignment between the two tests. Rather, it appears to have been the simple fact that Utah and Florida educators each drafted their own test frameworks and blueprints that interpreted and prioritized differently how the same standards were to be tested.
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Conclusion
The decisions to promote Common Core at both CCSSO and NGA were made initially by their nominal leaders-governors and state superintendents. But, they
were made based on limited, skewed, and sometimes-false information.
Moreover, judging from recent Common Core-related policy documents written by staff, association members still do not receive anything close to full briefingswith the full range of evidence and points of view covered. Instead, they receive promotional sheets from their staff-at best, talking points for those governors and superintendents who might still be interested in selling Common Core to their constituents.
Given the predominance of contract and grant funding at both organizations, one wonders if they merit being classified as member associations any longer. 
